Purpose -To analyze a series of strategic capabilities/factors that affects organizational innovation (OI) and organizational learning (OL) (personal mastery, transformational leadership, shared vision, proactivity and environment) and demonstrate that OL and innovation are positively related to organizational performance. Design/methodology/approach -Based on prior research, the paper develops a number of testable hypotheses. It examines how personal mastery, transformational leadership, shared vision, proactivity and environment influence improvements in performance. The paper uses inter-factor correlations matrix and multiple regressions analyses and empirically tests these hypotheses using a sample of 408 Spanish organizations. Findings -Considers OI and OL jointly to promote organizational entrepreneurship and to increase competitive advantages. Empirically reflects the need to strengthen different strategic capabilities to achieve an adequate level of both organizational issues and thus improve performance and encourage entrepreneurship. Research limitations/implications -Survey data based on self-reports may be subject to social desirability bias. The external validation of some of the variables from the archival data of a subset of respondents increased confidence in self-reports and reduced the risk of common method variance. The paper needs to concentrate on other sectors. Future studies should place greater emphasis on longitudinal studies and should be based on a larger sample, preferably in more than one country. It would be interesting to analyze other strategic activities for entrepreneurship. Practical implications -Organizations' managers must encourage the organization's members to achieve high levels of personal mastery. This environment can be provided by continually encouraging personal vision. The style of management must be more transformational. They must foster shared vision. The leader must prepare the organization and shape the mental models. Specific actions must be taken to overcome the internal and external obstacles to shared vision. The leader will play an important role in linking the organization and the environment and generate proactivity. Originality/value -This paper is fundamental to promote strategy capabilities that are necessary to entrepreneurship (OL and OI).
Introduction
Entrepreneurship involves creating new resources or combining existing resources in new ways in order to develop and commercialize new products, move into new markets, and/or service new customers (Ireland et al., 2001) . It is favored by the presence of strategic capabilities (learning and innovation) in organizations that allow the creation of wealth and competitive advantage. Entrepreneurship builds and nurtures organizational learning (OL), which enables the formulation of organizational innovation (OI) strategies (Lee and Tsai, 2005; Qingyu et al., 2004; Zhang et al., 2004) that lead to greater performance (Senge et al., 1994) .
There is a strong interrelationship between entrepreneurship and OI, where we understand OI to be the process of proposing/adopting/developing/implementing a new idea (related to a product/process/policy/practice/behavior/program/service) generated internally or taken from outside (McAdam and Galloway, 2005) . OI is a key dimension of an entrepreneurial orientation (Drucker, 1985; Ireland et al., 2001; Miller and Friesen, 1982) . In some papers on entrepreneurship, it would be quite possible to replace the word "entrepreneurship" with "innovation" without challenging the interest of the work. Innovation is the means by which the entrepreneur creates new wealth-producing resources or endows existing resources with enhanced potential for creating wealth (Drucker, 1985) .
The organization that promotes entrepreneurship is an organization capable of creating, learning and influencing the environment. OL models are usually appropriate for the study of organizational entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurial behavior in a learning framework involves search activities such as expending resources on the exploration of alternative possibilities, attempting to understand the relationship between organizational characteristics and outcomes, and determining the viability of organizational change (Ireland et al., 2001; Lant and Mezias, 1990) . We should view OL as a constant process that extends across time, allowing new abilities and knowledge to be developed (Wild et al., 2002) , increasing an organization's capability to carry out actions and improving organizational performance. It includes organizational acquisition (cognitive development), dissemination and use of the knowledge (behavioral development) (Senge et al., 1994) .
OI and OL are dynamic capabilities that integrate/build/reconfigure competences to address rapidly changing environments (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000) . This proposal implies that OI/OL simultaneously integrate a series of strategic factors/capabilities. Personal mastery, transformational leadership, shared vision, proactivity and environment are therefore among the factors most frequently analyzed in the relevant OI/OL literature (Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Senge et al., 1994; Swieringa and Wierdsma, 1992) . We recognize that some other strategic factors/capabilities might be included in this model (Gharavi et al., 2004; Hung et al., 2005; Lin and Tseng, 2005; Wong, 2005) ; however, it was necessary to limit our model so that we could offer empirical evidence for our arguments. Our main interest was the simultaneous and global consideration of relevant antecedents of OI/OL, two dynamic capabilities necessary to promote organizational entrepreneurship.
The first antecedent analyzed is personal mastery. Personal mastery is the discipline of personal growth and learning. It is the art of managing your mind and learning. People with high levels of personal mastery are continually expanding their competences and abilities. From their quest for continual learning comes the spirit of OL/OI. The manager's perception of personal mastery is fundamental, since he will use his own personal development to guide others on their professional road and will support them in their organizational growth, acting as a mentor/master (Senge, 1990; Senge et al., 1994) . Second, encouraging a transformational leadership style that supports the organization's members is necessary to promote learning/innovation. It enables the leader to commit himself openly to learning and innovation, stimulating them and doing everything in his power to overcome the internal skepticism and external difficulties that prevent learning and innovation from being implemented in the organization (Ulrich et al., 1993; Van de Ven, 1986; Wick and Leon, 1995) .
Third, encouraging OI/OL requires a shared ideal that pools the members' individual energies and points group action in a common direction. Shared vision is the outcome of a creative orientation and generative conversation closely linked to the ability to share a mental image of the future. It encourages a shared commitment to the future we wish to achieve (Maani and Benton, 1999; Senge et al., 1994) . The manager should be more convinced than anybody of the need to create a vision that is shared and not imposed and must analyze the strategic components required to create that vision. Thus, measuring shared vision from the manager's viewpoint is an interesting option (Senge, 1990) . Fourth, a significant number of researchers who work on the analysis of OI/OL link them to the organization's capability to adapt to its environment (adaptive vision) and to promote its own transformation (proactive vision). Therefore, we need to analyze both proactivity and environment. The former can be defined as the firm's ability to initiate changes in its strategic policies regarding entrepreneurial/engineering/administrative activity rather than to react to events (Miles and Snow, 1978) . It involves taking the initiative in an effort to shape the environment to one's own advantage. Various authors have proposed proactivity as a key dimension to OL/OI (Bahlmann, 1990; McGill et al., 1992; Senge, 1990; Swieringa and Wierdsma, 1992) . Fifth, environment facilitates/evaluates/promotes the OI/OL processes (Fiol and Lyles, 1985; McGill et al., 1992; Senge, 1990) . Firms align with their environment so as to remain competitive and innovative. This alignment should contain the potential to learn/unlearn/relearn/innovate.
The call to pay more attention to factors/capabilities that develop OI/OL to promote entrepreneurship joins calls for empirical exploration of the effect of OI/OL on performance (Easterby-Smith et al., 2000; Tsang, 1997) . Entrepreneurship creates wealth by concentrating on OI/OL. Firms are increasingly recognizing OI's importance as a principal capability that allows growth and wealth creation (Ireland et al., 2001) . The OI literature includes various empirical studies supporting the relationship between OI and performance (Hurley and Hult, 1998) . Likewise, the development of new knowledge, derived from OL, reduces the likelihood that a firm's competencies will become outdated, allowing them to remain dynamic and thus favoring performance improvements (Argyris and Schön, 1996; Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Ireland et al., 2001; Senge, 1990) . Nevertheless, this positive connection between OL and performance must be determined empirically, not simply assumed in the definition, as so often occurs (Tsang, 1997) .
Finally, we should underline the fundamental role of CEOs. They play a major role in forming/molding these variables by determining the types of behavior that are expected and supported. The CEO's perception both of the environment surrounding Antecedents and consequences of OI and OL the organization and of the resources and capabilities inside it is fundamental for creating OL/OI and better performance (Porac and Thomas, 1990) . This study analyzes a series of strategic capabilities/factors that affect OI/OL. In the next section, based on prior research, we develop a number of testable hypotheses concerning the influence of CEOs' perceptions of personal mastery-transformational leadership-shared vision-proactivity-and environment on OI/OL. We also examine how these factors influence improvements in performance. This section serves as the theoretical foundation for the paper. The next sections present the research methodology and discuss the results. The final section makes some concluding observations and points out some of the study's limitations.
Background and hypotheses
Personal mastery Personal mastery -the fine art of managing your mind and the desire to understand and learn for its own sake -recognizes that organizations advance only through individuals who innovate and learn. OI is based on a re-combining of resources, skills and other existing assets; it is a qualitative re-combining of know-how residing in capital and human assets. Thus, much innovative orientation requires people with a greater creative capacity and a higher degree of personal mastery. People with high personal mastery have the capacity to observe the distance between current reality and their personal vision and to transform this creative tension into an innovative impulse that allows reality to be brought closer to this vision (Senge, 1990; Senge et al., 1994) .
Personal mastery is related to OL, for it allows the organization's members to clarify and improve their personal vision. But this personal mastery cannot remain in the initial stages; it must be transformed into a discipline, an activity that we integrate into our lives. People with a high degree of personal mastery are more committed to their own constant personal development and have a high level of systems thinking, qualities that favor OL. Managers with high levels of personal mastery learn and generate learning in others faster, more profoundly and more generatively (McGill et al., 1992; Senge, 1990; Senge et al., 1994) . Thus:
H1a. Personal mastery is positively related to OI.
H1b. Personal mastery is positively related to OL.
Transformational leadership
Promoting OI/OL requires transformational leadership to tackle the intellectual-capital-based new economy. Supportive leadership allows the organization to learn and innovate through experimentation-dialogue-personal mastery-organizational knowledge (Senge et al., 1994) . First, the leader plays a key role in OI and in creating a climate that encourages the abilities/practices needed to promote OI ( Van de Ven, 1986) . Analyzing the determinants of innovative conduct in organizations reveals that leader characteristics and leadership style are essential to encouraging this innovative capability. There is currently broad consensus on the idea that a transformational leadership style is more likely to encourage OI than transactional styles of leadership. Supportive leaders create the ideal conditions for OI by bringing together teams of innovative people, promoting mutual trust, risk taking, and shared vision among the organization members and minimizing internal communication costs (Dess and Picken, 2000; Senge, 1990) .
Second, the presence of transformational leadership capability has been described as one of the most important ways to develop OL (Slater and Narver, 1995; Wick and Leon, 1995) . A transformative leader would be a catalyst/mentor/facilitator/trainer in learning capability. OL occurs when the managers not only generate ideas but are capable of sharing them and of achieving a commitment to learning among members (Ulrich et al., 1993) . A leader not committed to learning will trigger a wave of organizational cynicism (Maani and Benton, 1999) . Thus:
H2a. Transformational leadership is positively related to OI.
H2b. Transformational leadership is positively related to OL.
Shared vision
Shared vision implies a common commitment to a desired future and a common sense of the organizational purpose. It gives strength to innovate and learn (Maani and Benton, 1999; Senge, 1990; Senge et al., 1994; Wang et al., 2004) . The mere fact that someone in a position of authority is individually open to innovation, initiates it and makes the decision to innovate is not enough. Because people support what they help to create, there must be a shared vision and commitment by all organization's members. Lack of shared vision interferes with individuals' ability to find innovative solutions collectively, for each individual is more committed to his own posture. Shared vision will enable us to better understand OI and to become committed to it (Clarke, 1994) .
Shared vision is especially important for OL (Maani and Benton, 1999; Senge et al., 1994) because it pushes organizational members to work the same way to obtain common objectives (Slater and Narver, 1995) . Therefore, shared vision has been systematically highlighted as "a necessary but not a sufficient condition for the development of an organization that can learn, adapt, and respond effectively to a rapidly changing competitive environment" (Dess and Picken, 2000, p. 22) . The absence of shared vision has been analyzed as one of the most important causes of failure for the processes of OL (Fahey and Prusak, 1998) . However, imposing instead of sharing the vision will breed not OL but apathy, complacency and even resentment (Maani and Benton, 1999; Senge et al., 1994) . Thus:
H3a. Shared vision is positively related to OI.
H3b. Shared vision is positively related to OL. Miller and Friesen (1982) distinguish between conservative and enterprising organizations in terms of the role OI plays in each firm's strategy. In the first group, OI occurs only in response to challenges and threats; it only occurs when needed. The second group accepts OI as a vital central element of strategy. If we focus on OI, innovative organizations not only react to the environment but also create it. They take a proactive attitude, shaping both the forces and the conditions that affect the organization. Organizations should aspire to control their environment, not simply adjust to it, for this aspiration encourages a greater innovative spirit. One of the Antecedents and consequences of OI and OL essential components of innovative strategy is thus the presence of proactivity (Miles and Snow, 1978) . Numerous authors associate OL with the presence of the capability to transform and change by oneself (Bahlmann, 1990; McGill et al., 1992; Swieringa and Wierdsma, 1992) . Because proactivity is geared toward modifying the environment and not simply adapting to it, it favors generative learning (learning that not only allows existing errors to be detected but also changes the values of the theory-in-use/strategies/assumptions). OL provides the firm with the potential to expand its learning capability, promoting its development and growth (Senge, 1990) . Firms become proactive systems in that change comes from within the organization itself, not from external environmental pressures. Thus:
Proactivity
H4a. Proactivity is positively related to OI.
H4b. Proactivity is positively related to OL.
Environment
Environmental changes define the radicalism required in new products/services in order to stay competitive. Organizations distinguished by having created the conditions for sustained OI have a general in-depth knowledge of their environment, which constitutes the main source of opportunities and threats (Clarke, 1994) . The literature is full of statements advancing the thesis that the environment and changes in it are challenges that encourage OI (Clarke, 1994; Starkey and McKinlay, 1988) . However, studies of the influence of an organization's environment on adopting innovation are few. Some empirical research links the growing levels of OI to environmental uncertainty (Damanpour, 1996) .
Thus, organizations align with their environments to remain competitive and innovative. This "alignment implies that the firm must have the potential to learn, unlearn, or relearn" (Fiol and Lyles, 1985, p. 804) . OL allows organizations to understand and interpret the environment, creating adequate strategies with which to confront it. The environment is thus one of the main elements influencing learning, by providing, evaluating and promoting the learning process and level of learning. The type of learning depends on the type of environment the organization must confront. In a relatively stable environment, adaptive learning (instrumental learning concerned about how best to achieve existing objectives while keeping performance within the range specified by existing values/norms that remain unchanged) may be adequate, since it enables existing competences to be improved (Lant and Mezias, 1990; McGill et al., 1992) . Using this adaptive learning when the environment is turbulent reduces the likelihood, however, that managers perceive the need to change underlying values and thus also reduces the ability to adapt to the new context (Levitt and March, 1988) . When the environment is perceived as becoming more ambiguous/hostile/complex, generative learning comes to the forefront, since it allows the firm to restructure the norms/strategies/assumptions needed to tackle this context (Argyris and Schön, 1996) . Thus:
H5a. Environment is positively related to OI.
H5b. Environment is positively related to OL.
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Performance The more valuable, imperfectly imitable and rare OI are, the higher performance will be. Those organizations with greater innovation will achieve a better response from the environment, obtaining more easily the capabilities needed to increase organizational performance and consolidate a sustainable competitive advantage (Hurley and Hult, 1998) . Not promoting innovative projects and activities will have a negative effect on organizational performance (Lööf and Heshmati, 2002) . The OI literature includes both empirical studies supporting this relationship (Hurley and Hult, 1998) and studies that use econometric methods to demonstrate it (Lööf and Heshmati, 2002) . Although some research establishes a direct relationship between different aspects of innovation (innovation speed-design, innovation-flexibility) and performance rather than between innovation and performance, most of these aspects are positively linked to organizational improvement (Danneels and Kleinschmidt, 2001) .
The literature also emphasizes the importance of OL for a company's survival and effective performance (Argyris and Schön, 1996; Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Inkpen and Crossan, 1995; Senge, 1990) . However, empirical analysis of this relationship has been limited, due to difficulties such as ambiguity or the time delay between the two (today's learning will affect tomorrow's performance) and the possibility that the results of learning are disguised by exogenous factors (Inkpen and Crossan, 1995) . Some recent works have begun to support this positive relationship (Bontis et al., 2002; Bose, 2004; Schroeder et al., 2002) . Thus firms that show a greater breadth/depth/speed of OL have greater performance levels (Hurley and Hult, 1998) . Further, organizations that learn and learn quickly gain a greater strategic capability that enables them to hold on to a position of competitive advantage and improve long-term performance (Senge, 1990) (Figure 1) . Thus:
H6a. OI is positively related to organizational performance.
H6b
. OL is positively related to organizational performance. We initially carried out interviews with a number of CEOs/consultants/academics interested in entrepreneurship/OL/OI. After the interviews, we drew up a structured questionnaire to better understand how CEOs tackle these issues. We surveyed CEOs because they were the informants most able to observe and determine the impacts of the studied variables on the rest of the organization's activities. CEOs' perceptions concerning strategic factors/capabilities have an impact on the generation of OI/OL. The same types of informant were chosen so as to maintain a constant level of influence among the organizations, increasing the validity of our variables' measurement (Glick, 1985) . The population for this study consisted of companies experiencing the highest turnover in Spain in the four sectors we examine (food-farming/manufacturing/ construction/services), according to the Dun and Bradstreet Spain (2000) database.
We randomly drew a sample of 900 organizations from this source. About 900 questionnaires were sent out, of which 408 valid questionnaires were returned. We did not find significant differences between the respondents and the sample, between early and late respondents or between the types of business. Furthermore, since all measures were collected using the same survey instrument, the possibility of common method bias was tested using Harman's one-factor test (Scott and Bruce, 1994; Konrad and Linnehan, 1995) . A principal components factor analysis of the questionnaire measurement items yielded six-factors (eigenvalues . 1.0, 73 percent total variance). Since several factors, not one single factor, were identified and since the first factor did not account for the majority of the variance, a substantial amount of common method variance does not appear to be present (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986) .
Measurement

Personal mastery
We drew up a five item scale that includes three-items from Edmondson (1999) and two items based on theory to evaluate this variable. We developed a confirmatory factor analysis to validate our scales, which required deletion of item 2. This procedure allowed us to choose four items with high validity and reliability (a ¼ 0.845).
Transformational leadership
Based mainly on the scale designed by Podsakoff et al. (1996) for diverse aspects of transformational leadership, we established a scale of five items. We developed a confirmatory factor analysis to validate our scales and showed that the scale had high validity and reliability (a ¼ 0.850).
Shared vision
Based on the previous scales (Oswald et al., 1994; Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998) we drew up a six item scale to measure this aspect. We developed a confirmatory factor analysis to validate our scales, which required deletion of item 6. This procedure allowed us to choose five items with a high validity and reliability (a ¼ 0.907).
Proactivity
Using the strategic typology of Miles and Snow (1978) in a way similar to that used by Shortell and Zajac (1990) , we took three items to measure the business/technological/administrative dimensions. The lowest values (1) correspond to the attributes of the reactive firms and the highest (7) to the protective firms. We developed a confirmatory factor analysis to validate our scales, which required deletion of item 3. This procedure allowed us to choose two items with high validity and reliability (a ¼ 0.610).
Environment
Based on Dess and Beard (1984) and Tan and Litschert (1994) , we adapted six items in the questionnaire. These items attempted to measure the dimension of the dynamism-complexity-diversity-heterogeneity-munificence/hostility of the environment. We developed a confirmatory factor analysis to validate our scales, which required deletion of items 5-6 and showed that the final scale had a high validity and reliability (a ¼ 0.664).
Organizational innovation
We based our scale on Miller and Friesen's (1983) work and defined OI for respondents. We asked them to evaluate OI in products/services and new methods of production/delivery of services and to compare their firms with competitors with regard to OI over the last three years. The three item scale showed high validity and reliability (a ¼ 0.777). We included questions through which the managers could provide precise quantitative data on OI. We calculated the correlation between objective and subjective data, and these were high and significant.
Organizational learning
Owing to the fact that there is a closer link with our research, that they reflected the different prior trends well and that the scale's validity was verified in detail, we used the first two items from the scale developed by Kale et al. (2000) and added two items based on Edmondson (1999) . We developed a confirmatory factor analysis to validate our scales and showed that the scale of four items had a high validity and reliability (a ¼ 0.919).
Organizational performance
Having reviewed how performance is measured in different works of strategic research (Homburg et al., 1999; Iyer et al., 2005; Venkatraman and Ramanujan, 1986) , we drew up a scale that included eight items to measure performance. Managers were asked to respond to different questions about their firm's performance for the last three years, taken as profits over assets, as profits over own resources and as profits over sales and sales growth in the main products/services and markets. They were also asked to evaluate these questions in comparison with their principal competitors, reflecting which were above the mean. This is one of the most widely used practices in recent studies (Steensman and Corley, 2000) .
Many researchers have used managers' subjective perceptions to measure beneficial outcomes for firms. Others have preferred objective data (e.g. return-on-assets). In theory, objective measures show greater validity, although the literature has widely established that there is a high correlation and concurrent validity between objective and subjective data on performance, which implies that both are valid when calculating a firm's performance (Homburg et al., 1999) . We included questions Antecedents and consequences of OI and OL involving both types of assessment in our interviews, but managers were more open to offering their general views than to offering precise quantitative data. We calculated the correlation between objective and subjective data, and these were high and significant. We developed a confirmatory factor analysis to validate our scales and showed that the scale had high reliability (a ¼ 0.889). We used a Likert-type 7-point scale (1 "totally disagree", 7 "totally agree") and the variables listed previously (except proactivity) for managers to express their level of agreement or disagreement. All the scales were unidimensional and are shown in the Appendix.
Size
As the control variable, we used size in terms of number of employees. Considerable research has been devoted to the question of whether large or small firms are more conducive to OI/OL. Empirical research has produced ambiguous answers to this question. Little consensus on the magnitude or direction of the relationship exists in academic circles (Damanpour, 1992; McGill and Slocum, 1993; Tsang, 1997) . Table I shows the items selected, checking the existence of validity and reliability of the measurement scales. With respect to the quality of the measurement model for the sample, the constructs display satisfactory levels of reliability, indicated by composite reliabilities ranging from 0.79 to 0.98 and shared variance coefficients ranging from 0.54 to 0.85. Convergent validity can be judged by looking at both the significance of the factor loading and the shared variance. The amount of variance shared by a construct should be greater than the amount of measurement error (shared variance . 0.50). All the multi-item constructs meet this criterion, with each loading (l) significantly related to its underlying factor (t-values . 12.61) in support of convergent validity. Likewise, a series of chi-square difference tests on the factor correlations showed that discriminant validity is achieved among all constructs (Anderson and Gerbing, 1998) .
Results and discussion
In this section, we present and discuss the main research results. Table II shows the inter-factor correlations matrix to evaluate the significance level of the existing relationships. There are significant and positive correlations between the strategic variables analyzed and OI/OL and between these capabilities and organizational performance. We analyzed a series of tests (tolerance, variance-inflation-factor) for each regression model, which revealed the non-presence of multicolinearity.
Second, Table III shows the results obtained after performing multiple regression analyses to determine the effects the strategic variables (personal mastery-transformational leadership-shared vision-proactivity-environment-size) have on OI/OL. For the first multiple regression analysis, the dependent variable was OI, while the predictive variables considered were the strategic variables. The determination coefficient (R 2 ) was 0.360 (F ¼ 33.164, p , 0.001), with significant t-student values for personal mastery (t ¼ 3.053, p , 0.01), transformational leadership (t ¼ 2.031, p , 0.05), shared vision (t ¼ 2.186, p , 0.05), proactivity (t ¼ 7.278, p , 0.001) and environment (t ¼ 3.470, p , 0.001). In the second multiple regression analysis, the dependent variable was OL and the predictive variables were the strategic variables mentioned. The determination coefficient (R 2 ) was 0.390 (F ¼ 38.636, p , 0.001), with significant t-student values for the cases of personal mastery (t ¼ 3.837, p , 0.001), transformational leadership (t ¼ 2.007, p , 0.05), shared vision (t ¼ 3.979, p , 0.01), proactivity (t ¼ 5.952, p , 0.001) and environment (t ¼ 3.421, p , 0.001). The parameter related to size obtained no significant value in either of the two multiple regression analyses.
The results indicate that sufficient development of personal mastery exerts a positive influence on OI/OL. Encouraging the capability of personal mastery and development is essential for boosting both dynamic capabilities, since personal mastery is the fundamental principle of these business competences. Thus, promoting a climate favorable to personal mastery will encourage constant OI/OL through the generation and maintenance of organizational creative pressure (Senge, 1990; Senge et al., 1994) . Hypotheses H1a/H1b are supported. Notes: l a ¼ standardized structural coefficient (t-students in brackets); R 2 ¼ reliability; a ¼ alpha Cronbach; CR ¼ compound reliability; SV ¼ shared variance; AM ¼ adjustment measurement; † p , 0.1; * p , 0.05; * * p , 0.01; * * * p , 0.001 (two-tailed) Further, the function of this kind of leader is not to know everything but to create a structure and strategy to foster entrepreneurship by generating OI/OL. We must therefore reconceptualize our perspective of leadership so that the leader acts as a catalyst for OI/OL, overcoming internal skepticism and external difficulties (Wick and Leon, 1995) . Management must have a strong commitment to disseminating the processes of OI/OL to all levels of the firm (Swieringa and Wierdsma, 1992) . The results support H2a/H2b. The greater the manager's perception of the need to create a shared vision, the more involved he will be in forming a vision in which people are connected and moved by a common aspiration. Shared vision raises people's aspirations. Work becomes part of pursuing a larger purpose embodied in the organization's products or services, accelerating OI/OL (Senge et al., 1994) . The results obtained in this research show that if many people become committed to a shared vision because it reflects their own personal vision, this will promote OI/OL. This finding supports H3a/H3b.
Likewise, to nurture these dynamic capabilities requires proactive rather than reactive strategies, as the former encourage change in the organization and its environment. Managers who perceive and promote proactive strategies will help generate a process of analyzing and questioning how the organization currently works. This leads in turn to a process of OI/OL (Bahlmann, 1990; Swieringa and Wierdsma, 1992) . The results support H4a/H4b.
It is clear that factors outside the organization determine both capabilities. The role played by the environment in sparking OI/OL is generally accepted (Damanpour, 1996; McGill et al., 1992) , enabling our study to support such relations empirically. As we mentioned previously, many organizations fail to innovate or learn because their managers have a rigid vision of the organization itself as an entity apart from its environment. Hypotheses H5a/H5b are supported. The previous hypotheses are also fulfilled if we consider as a sample (Table IV) (Table VI) .
The study demonstrates that the need to innovate is an essential requisite for improving organizations and making them more competitive. These results are coherent with those established both in previous theories and in prior empirical studies (Hurley and Hult, 1998; Lööf and Heshmati, 2002 (Argyris and Schön, 1996; Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Inkpen and Crossan, 1995) and the few empirical works that have provided evidence for this idea (Bontis et al., 2002; Bose, 2004; Schroeder et al., 2002) . OL develops a process shared by the organization's members and focused on building resources and capabilities to improve the organization's performance. Finally, as previously mentioned, size has not turned out to be significant in our analyses. This finding is coherent with the theory (Damanpour, 1992 (Damanpour, , 1996 .
Conclusions and management implications
Our study proposes considering OI/OL jointly to promote organizational entrepreneurship and to increase competitive advantages. First, organizations must innovate as a necessary requisite to obtaining high performance levels. Understanding and managing the OI process becomes a vital capability that organizations must learn. Second, OL processes must be carried out to provide firms with a series of mechanisms through which to achieve advantages that the competition finds difficult to imitate, generating higher performance.
We empirically reflect the need to strengthen different strategic factors/capabilities to achieve an adequate level of both organizational capabilities and thus improve performance and encourage entrepreneurship. More specifically, personal mastery, transformational leadership, shared vision, proactivity and environment help an organization to become more innovative and encourage learning more.
Organizations' managers have an important job to do, creating the conditions that facilitate the development of these strategic factors/capabilities. First, they must encourage the organization's members to achieve high levels of personal mastery, since this development will enable them to take more initiative, to broaden and deepen their sense of responsibility for their work and to learn and innovate faster. They must work to foster a climate in which the principles of personal mastery are practiced. Nothing is more important to an individual committed to his own growth than a supportive environment. This environment can be provided by continually encouraging personal vision. Second, the style of management must be more transformational. Only so will consciousness and acceptance of the organization's proposals and mission grow, creating a shared vision and enabling the formulation of organizational strategies and structures that enable the firm to confront the challenges of the knowledge society. Third, an organizational commitment to personal mastery and transformational leadership would be naive and foolish if organizational leaders lacked the capability of building a shared vision. The leader must prepare the organization and shape the mental models. Without an effective awareness of the changes needed and a deep, genuine commitment by top management, moving toward this vision would be impossible. The firm's strong and weak points must be analyzed and its environment examined in order to question the firm's future and develop the strategy to reach it. Specific actions must be taken to overcome the internal and external obstacles to shared vision. Four, the leader will play an important role in linking the organization and the environment, from which the organization must achieve acceptance and support for its OI/OL. One must be ready to seize the opportunity for OI and OL, and opportunity usually favors ready minds. Leaders can do a lot to prepare the organization's minds. They can create a context that legitimates innovative behavior and allocates resources to innovation and learning, a context whose structure/culture nurtures the development and implementation of both capabilities. Five, an organization that is inward-looking and unable to tackle changes in the environment proactively would not survive, despite the sophisticated knowledge and technology it possesses. The managers' proactivity perception of the environment will determine the organization's innovation and learning tasks.
Thus, management must know and manage practically the strategic factors/capabilities that affect OI/OL and that lead to improvements in organizational performance. The essence of organizations is their ability not only to make themselves competitive but also to maintain their competitive position through innovation and learning. An organization that promotes entrepreneurship will learn and innovate, encouraged by the presence of key preexisting internal/external attributes that enable it to change, renew and reinvent itself.
This study has several limitations. First, survey data based on self-reports may be subject to social desirability bias (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986) . However, an assurance of anonymity can reduce such bias even when responses relate to sensitive topics (Konrad and Linnehan, 1995) . The low risk of social desirability bias in this study was indicated by several managers who commented that it made no sense at all for their companies to go beyond regulatory compliance. However, to confirm the validity of the information provided by the CEOs, we obtained additional information from various organizations' members in several firms. We then used different tests to contrast these results with those obtained from the CEOs for these organizations and confirmed the non-presence of significant differences in the variables studied. Second, the external validation of some of the variables (e.g. performance-OI) from the archival data of a subset of respondents increased confidence in self-reports and reduced the risk of common method variance. Further, the possibility of common method bias was tested using Harman's one-factor test. It does not appear to be present (Konrad and Linnehan, 1995; Scott and Bruce, 1994) .
Third, the conclusions established by our study should be interpreted with care when generalizing, since we have concentrated on four sectors. In firms from other sectors the results may be different. Fourth, the cross-sectional nature of the research into a series of dynamic concepts only allows us to analyze a specific situation in time of the organizations studied, not their overall conduct throughout time. This problem is attenuated in our research, since the items reflect dynamic characteristics. However, future studies should place greater emphasis on longitudinal studies.
Finally, other variables related to the subject studied here (e.g. creativity-flexibility-culture) could provide material for additional research and discussion. Likewise, it would be interesting to analyze other strategic activities for entrepreneurship (e.g. networks-internationalization-growth). Futures studies should be based on a larger sample, preferably in more than one country.
